The Babylon Inscriptions of Esarhaddon, perhaps the best-known group of texts in the extant corpus this seventhcentury Assyrian king, have for decades presented a real challenge in cracking the various levels of ideology imbedded in their contents, as well as the chronological order in which they were written. The latter issue is closely tied to the fact that several clay prisms inscribed with these texts are all dated by the formula šanat rēš šarrūti, "accession year. " This paper will argue that the intentional dating of the Babylon Inscriptions reflects historical reality and that Esarhaddon's did not deliberately falsify the dates of inscriptions. It will also closely examine the contents of the known texts in this small subcorpus of this Assyrian king's official inscriptions and suggest new dates of composition for each text (especially Babylon A and Babylon D), as well as a new chronological sequencing of the inscriptions. Lastly, this paper will present updated editions of Babylon G and Babylon F based on an old nonphysical join proposed by A. R. Millard and a new international join discovered by the author.
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1. Unless it is stated otherwise, the dates given in this article (excluding those in bibliographical citations) are all BCE. Each ancient Mesopotamian year has been given a single Julian year equivalent even though the ancient year actually encompassed parts of two Julian years, with the ancient year beginning around the time of the vernal equinox. For example, the seventh regnal year of Esarhaddon is indicated to be 674, although it actually began at the end of March in 674 and ended in mid-April 673, and thus events that took place late in the ancient year "674" actually took place early in the Julian year 673. For additional details, see E. Leichty, The Royal Inscriptions of Esarhaddon, , RINAP 4 (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2011), 5-6. The term "Babylon Inscription" here always refers to texts of Esarhaddon composed for Babylon and Episode(s) (followed by a number) always refers to episode number(s) assigned to passage(s) in those inscriptions in R. Borger, Die Inschriften Asarhaddons Königs von Assyriens (Graz: Archiv für Orientforschung, 1956), 10-29 §11. When regnal years are cited here, they are always used for Esarhaddon's reign in Assyria, and never to denote a year that this Assyrian king was the de facto ruler of Babylon.
2. See, for example, A. K. Grayson and J. Novotny, The Royal Inscriptions of Sennacherib, , Part 2, RINAP 3/2 (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2014), 28-29. among the Assyrians, rushed home from his self-imposed exile in the west, entered Nineveh in early Addaru (XII), chased off any pretender to the throne who remained in the capital, and ascended the throne of Assyria, just as his father had intended.
3 Esarhaddon ruled over Assyria and Babylonia from Addaru (XII) 681 until Araḫ samna (VIII) 669.
During his twelve years as king of Assyria and de facto ruler of Babylon, Esarhaddon had his scribes write out numerous inscriptions commemorating his accomplishments both on and off the battlefield in Akkadian (the Standard Babylonian literary dialect), as well as in monolingual Sumerian. No fewer than 143 certain texts of his are known today and E. Leichty has recently published editions of all of these. 4 Esarhaddon's so-called Babylon Inscriptions (see below) are among the best known of his official inscriptions and they are of great interest not only to Assyriologists, but also to biblicists and historians. Their appeal to the modern scholar is due in part to the fact that they present a challenge in cracking the order in which they were composed and the various levels of royal ideology imbedded in their contents. The issues of divine anger, retribution, and reconciliation presented in them are also major points of interest and debate.
Although scholars have carefully investigated Esarhaddon's Babylon Inscriptions, there is much information that can still be gleaned from those texts. Two problems in particular have been especially vexing: (1) the meaning of the date recorded on some of the prisms inscribed with them, which in every instance is Esarhaddon's accession year (šanat rēš šarrūti), an at most twenty-two-day period in 681; and (2) the chronological sequence of those inscriptions, which, despite the date written on them, were clearly not all written at the same time or even at the beginning of his reign. The date on the Babylon Inscriptions has been sometimes regarded as blatantly inaccurate or deliberately falsified and used by the Assyrian king to exhibit his piety towards the god Marduk, demonstrating that Esarhaddon had turned his attention towards restoring Babylon and its principal temple Esagil from his very first days as king. 5 As to dating of the texts within Esarhaddon's twelve-year reign, M. Cogan has suggested that the Babylon Inscriptions are to be arranged in a broad chronological sequence from his short accession year (681) to his seventh regnal year (674). He regarded Babylon G as the earliest inscription and Babylon C and Babylon F as the latest inscriptions.
6 B. N. Porter has proposed that their dates of composition seem to have clustered in two periods: the first group being written at the beginning of Esarhaddon's reign and the second group being composed in 674 or shortly thereafter, but before 672. She thought that Babylon G was composed in the second month of 680; Babylon D written shortly thereafter; Babylon A and Babylon B ca. 680-678; and Babylon C, Babylon F, and Babylon E in 674 or a little later (673) . 7 However, a further, in-depth examination of Esarhaddon's Babylon Inscriptions in light of Leichty's new editions, reveals that the Babylon Inscriptions were probably composed from the king's third regnal year (678) to at least his ninth regnal year (672), and possibly down to the end of his reign as king 3. Esarhaddon states in his own inscriptions that he entered Nineveh on the eighth of Addaru (XII), but a Babylonian Chronicle records that unrest in Assyria ended on the second of that month and that Esarhaddon ascended the throne of Assyria on either the eighteenth or twenty-eighth of Addaru. See respectively Leichty, Royal Inscriptions of Esarhaddon, 14 . It served as an exhibit of royal piety, for the rêš šarrūti dating was taken to mean: From his very first days on the throne, Esarhaddon turned to the affairs of Babylon, and with due deliberateness, rapidly completed its reconstruction. Obviously, this ante-dating was thought to have propaganda value, if not with the Babylonians themselves-who must have known what actually had been accomplished in the field-then with the gods. " See also B. N. Porter, Images, Power, and Politics: Figurative Aspects of Esarhaddon's Babylonian Policy (Philadelphia: American Philosophical Society, 1993), 170. 6. Cogan, "Omens and Ideology, " 85-86 . Note that Esarhaddon's accession year actually took place in the year 680 (= March 10-31) and that the key events of Esarhaddon's seventh regnal year took place in the year 673 (= February 23).
7. Porter, Images, Power, and Politics, of Assyria. Babylon G is still regarded as the earliest known of this group and Babylon D and Babylon E are now considered as the latest attested Babylon Inscriptions. Moreover, it will be argued here that the intentional dating of these texts to Esarhaddon's accession year reflects historical reality; Esarhaddon did not take Marduk by the hand in a Babylonian akītu-festival during the twelve years that he was the de facto ruler of Babylon and, therefore, he was not able to date his official inscriptions in Babylonia by his regnal years. Therefore, there is no longer reason to assume that this Assyrian king's scribes deliberately falsified the dates of inscriptions.
Brief Overview of the Babylon Inscriptions
The Babylon Inscriptions of Esarhaddon currently comprise twenty-one texts-twenty-two if one includes the hieroglyphic royal inscription added to several inscribed objects.
8 They are preserved on seventeen clay prisms and prism fragments, a polished basalt monument, a solid, clay cylinder, five tablet fragments, twenty-eight bricks, and a lapis lazuli cylinder seal. The cylinder, the seal, and the bricks were discovered at Babylon itself, whereas the prisms, the tablets, and the cuboid monument were excavated at Aššur and Nineveh or were purchased; most of the purchased prisms and prism fragments are registered as coming from Hillah (ancient Sippar), although E. A. W. Budge states that he bought a few of them at Babylon. With regard to the prisms, the southern Mesopotamian ones are solid, whereas the northern, Assyrian ones are hollow. 9 The number of inscribed surfaces on the prisms varies from five to ten columns. 10 Moreover, a variety of scripts were used to write out the inscriptions: archaizing Neo-Babylonian, contemporary Neo-Babylonian, and Neo-Assyrian.
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Of the twenty-one texts in question, the best known and most discussed inscriptions are those written on clay prisms and tablets: Esarhaddon's Babylon A-G. These are Standard Babylonian compositions (with some Assyrianisms) that have narrative accounts of the rebuilding of Babylon and Esagil ("House Whose Top Is High") and the circumstances leading up to the destruction of that city and its temples. Copies of some of the inscriptions written on prisms-Babylon A, Babylon C, Babylon E, Babylon G, and the text written on MMA 86.11.283-are dated to Esarhaddon's accession year, which if taken at face value would refer to the last twenty-two (twelve or two) days of 681, too short a period to have done any work at Babylon.
12 Based on events mentioned in some of these texts, it is certain that some of the inscriptions could not have been written earlier than Addaru (XII) 674 (his seventh regnal year). Moreover, the scribe of the one known copy of Babylon G added that he had that prism inscribed in the month Ayyāru (II), which at the earliest would have been the second month of the year 680 (Esarhaddon's first 8. Leichty, Royal Inscriptions of Esarhaddon, and I. Spar and M. Jursa Esarhaddon, no. 112 belongs to this group of texts, for which there is little evidence; note that the author doubts that this text is one of the Babylon Inscriptions and that it was intended for another Babylonian city (see n. 35). Moreover, the eight so-called Aššur-Babylon texts are excluded here. For those inscriptions, see Leichty, Royal Inscriptions of Esarhaddon, [65] [66] [100] [101] Esarhaddon, no. 106 exs. 3 and 5, are written in NeoAssyrian script.
12. See n. 3 for information on the different dates for Esarhaddon assuming power as king of Assyria.
regnal year). With these facts in mind, most scholars generally do not take the date of the Babylon Inscriptions literally. Since it is presumed that Esarhaddon had all of his Babylon prisms dated to his accession year, scholars have had to rely on internal textual evidence to date them within Esarhaddon's twelve year reign. Each scholar who has carefully studied the Babylon Inscriptions has his/her own dating and chronological ordering of the texts. Having now worked on this group of texts for several years, the time is ripe for the author to readdress how Esarhaddon and his image-makers are dating his Babylon Inscriptions, the span of time during which these texts were written on clay and stone objects, and the order in which the known texts in this small corpus were composed. Before diving head first into these matters, it is necessary to say a few words about the lifespan of individual texts.
For How Long Did Scribes Copy Individual Royal Inscriptions?
This question is not easy to answer because relatively few late Neo-Assyrian royal inscriptions have their date preserved or were dated in antiquity. From available evidence, Assyrian kings could have several different inscriptions issued within a one-year period for a single project or could use the exact same text for two or more years. In order to assess the production period of a given royal inscription properly, it is necessary to have more than one dated copy of that text, hopefully not with the exact same date, and, better yet, to have one or more dated copies of one of the inscriptions that immediately preceded or followed it.
Four texts of Esarhaddon meet the first set of criteria, but none at present meet the second set. These are Nineveh A, Aššur A, Kalḫ u A, and Kalḫ u B. 13 The two dated copies of Aššur A and the three dated copies of Kalḫ u B provide evidence that some texts were copied during a two-month period, for a span of at least twenty days.
14 The two dated copies of Kalḫ u A show that some official inscriptions were inscribed on clay cylinders during a fourmonth period, for a span of at least seventy-eight days. 15 More importantly, the dated copies of Nineveh A provide evidence that individual inscriptions could be copied for almost an entire year. 16 The short duration of some inscriptions can be inferred from Aššur A and the two Aššur B texts. 17 Although the clay cylinders and clay prisms inscribed with Aššur B are not dated, both texts-which have only one minor deviation in the prologue-were probably written on their respective objects during Esarhaddon's first regnal year (680). The marginally shorter cylinder text was likely replaced by the slightly longer prism text during the course of that year. Aššur A, which was also written on clay prisms, replaced Aššur B by Simānu (III) of his second regnal year (679). Within a year's time, at least three inscriptions were written to commemorate work on the Aššur temple at Ashur.
Several inscriptions of Esarhaddon's father Sennacherib attest to inscriptions being replaced by one or two later versions within a relatively short period of time and to individual texts being copied on objects for long spans of time. During the first eight months of Sennacherib's third regnal year (702), the Assyrian king had at least three 13. Respectively Leichty, Royal Inscriptions of Esarhaddon, [9] [10] [11] [12] [13] [14] [15] [16] [17] [18] [19] [20] [21] [22] [23] [24] [25] [26] [119] [120] [121] [122] [123] [124] [125] [126] [127] [128] [129] 18 Although the objects upon which it was copied are not dated, the First Campaign Cylinder text likely was composed and written on cylinders during the first half of that year. That ninetyfour-line inscription was replaced by a seventy-one-line text shortly thereafter, and that text was in turn replaced a little while later by the sixty-three-line Bellino Cylinder text. Exactly when the First Campaign Cylinder text was replaced by its first successor is not known, but it is certain that sometime during the Elamite month Sibūti (= Araḫ samna [VIII] ), the Bellino Cylinder text had replaced its immediate predecessor. 19 The fact that copies of both the inscription that immediately followed the First Campaign Cylinder text and the Bellino Cylinder text were being written on clay foundation documents in the same month clearly shows that different editions of inscriptions commemorating the same building project could be copied onto objects within a very short span of time; in this case, two inscriptions within a thirty-day period. On the other hand, inscriptions could be written on objects for long periods of time. The best example is the so-called Final Edition of the Annals text, which is written on the well known Chicago and Taylor Prisms. 20 That inscription was written on six-sided clay prisms from at least the twentieth day of Addaru (XII) 691 (Sennacherib's fourteenth regnal year) to at least the month Duʾūzu (IV) 689 (his sixteenth regnal year). Copies of that one text were written on prisms for at least a 460-day period.
So then, for how long did Esarhaddon's scribes write out any given Babylon Inscription? At present-and even if we had additional copies of each text-there is no way to answer this question accurately. Based on the evidence presented above, it is certain that some texts were written on their intended objects for only a short time, perhaps from two or three months to six months, while other texts were inscribed on objects for long periods of time, from over a year to a year and a half. Moreover, copies of two texts for a given project could be inscribed on objects within the same month of the year. Given the fact that all of the known copies of Esarhaddon's Babylon Inscriptions are dated to his accession year, there is no way to tell which texts had a short lifespan and which texts were copied over a long span of time.
Using the Accession Year to Date the Babylon Inscriptions: Ideology, Reality, or Both
It has been long known that the date written on prisms inscribed with Esarhaddon's Babylon Inscriptions is somewhat unusual and that few, if any, of these official inscriptions were actually composd during this Assyrian king's (at most) twenty-two-day accession year. This is especially clear with Babylon C and Babylon F. Since those two texts contain a reference to an event that two Babylonian chronicles record as having happened on the tenth of Addaru (XII) of Esarhaddon's seventh regnal year (674), neither text could have been composed and written on clay prisms prior to that time. 21 Thus, as late as Esarhaddon's eighth regnal year (673), the Assyrian king was still having his Babylon Inscriptions dated by his accession year, and there is no mistaking this as anything but intentional. As mentioned earlier, scholars have sometimes regarded this date as blatantly inaccurate or deliberately falsified and used by the Assyrian king as an exhibit of his piety towards the god Marduk, demonstrating that he had turned his attention towards restoring Babylon and Esagil as soon as he became king. 22 This need not be the case, as the author will argue presently.
H. Tadmor has convincingly argued on several occasions that Akkadian rēš šarrūti is "employed not chronologically but in a general sense to mean the early years of a king's reign. "
23 Specifically, with regard to late NeoAssyrian royal inscriptions, he further elaborates "that the term 'the beginning of kingship' never lost its literary connotation, so that in the days of Sennacherib, when the royal scribes began to abandon the chronological principle of numbering the campaigns by palû, they apparently revived the literary use of r.š. [rēš šarrūti] (equal to the then obsolete šurrat šarrūti). Thereafter, r.š. was employed intentionally to denote events that took place during the early years of a king's reign. This development is especially evident in some inscriptions of Ashurbanipal where the chronological sequence of the campaigns is very loosely indicated. For example the fall of Thebes-which the Assyrians conquered in his sixth or seventh year-is assigned in Prism F to the r.š. "
24 In short, rēš šarrūti in NeoAssyrian royal inscriptions had a general, non-calendrical meaning. However, Esarhaddon's scribes dated texts by šanat rēš šarrūti, which clearly denotes the accession year, not the early part of his reign and, therefore, something else must be at play here, but what?
There is no question that Esarhaddon deliberately dated his Babylon Inscription to his accession year and that the Assyrian king, who was also the de facto ruler of Babylon, and his image-makers went to great lengths to ensure that Marduk, Babylon's tutelary deity, was not offended by anything Esarhaddon said or did regarding the rebuilding of Babylon and its principal temple. A three-part strategy was, at least initially, put in place. First, Esarhaddon distanced himself from his father, the very man responsible for Babylon's destruction, by not stating that he was the son of Sennacherib in texts composed for objects intended for Babylon.
25 Second, while rebuilding Marduk's temple, the king claims not to have deviated, even a little bit, from the existing ground plan of that temple. In particular, he explicitly states that he did not diminish Esagil by even a single cubit nor increase it by half a cubit.
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The inclusion of such statements in the Babylon Inscriptions shows that Esarhaddon was anxious about righting the wrong done by his father and rebuilding the temple on its former ground plan was seen as one means to that end. 27 Third and last, having taken the necessary measures not to offend Babylon's tutelary deity with any of the contents of inscriptions displayed or deposited in Esagil and Babylon, it was important to accurately and honestly date the inscribed objects and, therefore, the date written on clay prisms had to be Esarhaddon's "accession year, " a date that reflected historical reality.
Although Esarhaddon is named as a ruler of Babylon in several king lists and referred to himself as "king of Babylon" in several inscriptions written (or stamped) on bricks, this Assyrian king never took the hand of the god Marduk during an akītu-festival at Babylon and, although he was the de facto ruler of Babylon, he could not officially begin counting his regnal years as ruler of Babylon. This was because Marduk and his statue were in exile 27. Judging from the archaeological evidence at Ashur, following the former plan(s) of temples appears not to have been a major concern for Assyrian kings. For example, the plans of the Aššur temple and the Ištar temple were changed and/or expanded several times; Esarhaddon's father Sennacherib altered and expanded the former temple. For the plans of those temples, see W. Andrae, Die jüngeren Ischtar-Tempel in Assur, WVDOG 58 (Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1935) ; and E. Haller, Tempel und Heiligtümer im Alten Mesopotamien: Typologie, Morphologie und Geschichte (Berlin: de Gruyter, 1982), 52-73. Thus, Esarhaddon's statement about not altering the Aššur temple at Ashur and his claim to have had Esagil built precisely according to its former plan should be seen as part of Esarhaddon's reaction to his father's death. Esarhaddon may have seen Sennacherib's murder as divine retribution for altering Ešarra and destroying Babylon and Esagil. in the city Ashur and not in a position to confer kingship on Esarhaddon since that coronation ceremony could only take place at Babylon itself. 28 Despite the fact that Esarhaddon's authority over Sumer and Akkad was recognized, the entire duration of his twelve-year reign as king of Assyria was considered his accession year in Babylon. Thus, the date added to the clay prisms inscribed with this Assyrian king's Babylon Inscriptions reflected historical reality: Esarhaddon's accession year as king of Babylon. Any other date would have been seen as an offense to the recently reconciled and still-in-exile Marduk, the very thing that Esarhaddon was painstakingly trying not to do. Despite the king being anxious about this matter, this particular aspect of historical reality bolstered royal ideology. Thus, during the entirety of twelve of his years as the de facto ruler of Babylon, Esarhaddon could legitimately state that all of his building activities in Babylon took place during his accession year; in Assyria, he could make no such claims. With this fact in mind, there is no longer any reason to assume that the Assyrian king and his imagemakers deliberately falsified the dates of his Babylon Inscriptions.
When Did Esarhaddon Turn His Attention to Rebuilding Babylon and Esagil?
Because the date included on any inscription intended for Babylon had to be the "accession year" and since Esarhaddon was king for twelve years, the known Babylon Inscriptions could have been composed and written on clay objects anytime between Addaru (XII) 681 and Araḫ samna (VIII) 669. There are clues in the texts themselves that indicate that Esarhaddon did not immediately turn his attention to rebuilding Babylon and Esagil.
It is stated in several texts (Babylon A-D) that Marduk had ordered the period of Babylon's abandonment to be changed from seventy years to only eleven years.
29 If taken at face value, the eleven years would have been from the city's destruction in 689 (Sennacherib's sixteenth regnal year) to 679 (Esarhaddon's second regnal year). 30 The year 679 as the end of that eleven-year period can be confirmed by the inclusion of a passage (Episode 13) in several inscriptions (Babylon A-C) describing the observation of a heliacal rising of Jupiter in the month Simānu (III), one of the key favorable omens that prompted Esarhaddon to rebuild Babylon and Esagil. According to some scholars, Jupiter rose heliacally at Babylon on the twenty-eighth of Simānu (III) and at Nineveh on the twenty-ninth in 679.
31 Accepting Esarhaddon's statement about the length of Babylon's abandonment as fact and assuming that the heliacal rising of Jupiter observed in the month Simānu (III) was seen as an auspicious sign to begin rebuilding 28. A few Babylonian texts of his, including several bricks from Babylon itself, call him "king of Babylon"; see Leichty, Royal Inscriptions of Esarhaddon, . Moreover, only one economic document from Babylonia clearly gives him the title "king of Babylon"; see L. Jakob-Rost, "Urkunden des 7. Jahrhunderts v. u. Z. aus Babylon, " FB 12 (1970) Babylon, then it can be inferred that Esarhaddon first gave serious consideration to undertaking construction at Babylon later than previously thought (immediately after he ascending the Assyrian throne). Moreover, this would mean that none of the known Babylon Inscriptions could have been written before that time. Therefore, it is unlikely that the earliest texts in this subcorpus of this Assyrian king's official inscriptions were composed and written on clay prisms at the very beginning of Esarhaddon's first regnal year (680). Thus, the one known copy of Babylon G, a text generally regarded as being the earliest of the Babylon Inscriptions, was probably inscribed in Ayyāru (II) 678 (the king's third regnal year), and not two years earlier as previously suggested.
Proposed Dates and Chronological Sequence of the Babylon Inscriptions
M. Cogan proposed a broad chronological sequence, from 680 to 674/3, for the Babylon Inscriptions known to him, with the criteria for the early or late placement within that sequence being the information each text contained.
32 Babylon G was regarded as being the earliest inscription, and Babylon C and Babylon F as the latest inscriptions. B. N. Porter proposed that this same group of texts seems to have clustered in two periods, with the first group being written at the beginning of Esarhaddon's reign and the second group being composed in 674 or shortly thereafter, but before 672. 33 Porter thought that Babylon G was composed in Ayyāru (II) 680; Babylon D written shortly thereafter; Babylon A and Babylon B ca. 680-678; and Babylon C, Babylon F, and Babylon E in 674 or 673. Because none of these aforementioned inscriptions name or refer to the heir designates of Assyria and Babylon, Ashurbanipal and Šamaš-šuma-ukīn respectively, it has been suggested that none of Esarhaddon's Babylon Inscriptions were composed or written on clay prisms between Ayyāru (II) 672 and Araḫ samna (VIII) 669.
34 A further, in-depth examination of Esarhaddon's Babylon Inscriptions not only reveals that these texts were probably composed from Esarhaddon's third regnal year (678) to at least his ninth regnal year (672), but also that their proposed chronological sequence needs to be rearranged. This is especially true for Babylon D, which has generally been thought to have come from the early part of the reign, but in fact that inscription almost certainly comes from the later part of Esarhaddon's reign (see below). The dates of twelve of Esarhaddon's Babylon Inscriptions will be discussed here and, when possible, they will be presented chronologically from earliest to latest.
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Babylon G
The text inscribed on prism BM 98972 (+) BM 122617 + BM 127846 is generally thought to have been the earliest Babylon Inscriptions since it is the shortest of these texts. 36 An early date of composition is plausible since passages describing events that occurred in Babylon before Esarhaddon became king (Episodes 3 and 5-7) are long and the building report (Episode 18) is short.
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Unlike the other known Babylon Inscriptions, the one copy of Babylon G adds the month during which that prism was inscribed: Ayyāru (II). This dating has led some scholars to believe that that copy of that text was writ-32. Cogan, " Omens and Ideology, [85] [86] Images, Power, and Politics, . In 1999, a clay cylinder clearly inscribed during that time was published, thereby providing concrete evidence that Esarhaddon had inscriptions written for Babylon between Ayyāru (II) 672 and Araḫ samna (VIII) 669; see N. al-Mutawalli, "A New Foundation Cylinder from the Temple of Nabû, " Iraq 61 (1999) 191-94 (= Leichty, Royal Inscriptions of Esarhaddon, 229-30 no. 113 ten on that clay prism at the beginning of Esarhaddon's first regnal year (680), the assumed earliest possible date since that Assyrian king's less-than-a-month accession year did not have a month Ayyāru. However, based on information included in some of the Babylon Inscriptions themselves-the eleven-year period of abandonment after 689 and specific astronomical observations for Jupiter in the month Simānu (III)-that proposed date (II-680) is unlikely; that evidence suggests that Esarhaddon had not decided to rebuild Babylon and Esagil during his first regnal year. Since the heliacal rising of Jupiter observed at the end of Simānu (III) 679 may have been one of the key favorable omens prompting the Assyrian king to sponsor construction at Babylon, it is more likely that the Ayyāru in question was the very first one after the aforementioned auspicious celestial omen: the month of that name in the year 678 (Esarhaddon's third regnal year). The new proposed date is two years later than previously suggested. If Babylon G is the earliest of the known Babylon Inscriptions, then all of the other now-extant texts in this small corpus of texts must have been composed and written on clay foundation documents after Ayyāru (II) 678. With nearly half of Babylon G preserved, it is fairly certain what the earliest Babylon Inscriptions contained and how the individual episodes were arranged, which in at least two cases differed from later texts. In addition to the building report (Episode 18 [and another episode]) being short and only describing the preparatory stages of the work at Babylon, the evidence for Babylon G being composed early in Esarhaddon's reign is four-fold. First, in Episode 1 (Esarhaddon's titulary), Esarhaddon referred to himself as malku naʾdu ša tarammu Zarpanītum "the pious ruler who is loved by the goddess Zarpanītu" (i 3′-4′) and šarru šaḫ tu ša bēlūssu<nu> putuqquma "reverent king who was attentive to their rule" (i 6′-8′); the latter passage also appears in the 82-3-23,55 text. 38 In later inscriptions, Babylon A for example, he called himself rubû naʾdu narām Zarpanītum "the pious prince, the beloved of the goddess Zarpanītu" (i 9b-10) and šarru šaḫ tu ša ultu ūmē s eḫ rišu bēlūssunu putuqquma "reverent king who from the days of his childhood was attentive to their rule" (i 12b-15a). 39 Both epithets in Babylon G are certainly earlier versions of those in Babylon A.
Second, the wording and placement of Episode 11 (tasks assigned by Marduk to Esarhaddon) in Babylon G differed from those of later Babylon Inscriptions. This episode (i 13′-24′) in Babylon G is placed between Episodes 1 (the king's name and titulary; i 1′-12′) and 2 (the observation of inauspicious omens in Akkad; i 25′-27′); this arrangement also appears in Babylon B and the 82-3-23,55 text. 40 In the later Babylon A inscription, for example, Episode 11 (ii 9b-23a) is placed after Episodes 2-10. 41 The contents of this episode differ greatly between Babylon G and the later Babylon Inscriptions. The relevant passage in Babylon G (i 13′-24′) reads:
You (are the one) who entrusted him with renovating the de[st]royed shrines, making the cult [cen]ters shine, and shepherding all of the people; elevated him to the kingship to organize well the forgotten rites and to avenge Akkad; (and) to appease the heart of your [gre]at divinity (and) to please your spirit, [you] chose him for power.
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The corresponding passage in Babylon A (ii 9b-23a), for example, has:
You truly selected me, Esarhaddon, in the assembly of my older brothers to put these matters right, and you (are the one) who placed your sweet [pro]tection over me, swept away all of my enemies like a flood, killed all of my foes and made me attain my wish, (and) , to appease the heart of your great divinity (and) Despite the many differences between the two versions of Episode 11, there is one significant clue indicating that Babylon G is earlier than Babylon A: this is the absence of the mention of Esarhaddon being selected as heir to Assyria rather than one of his older brothers. This biographical fact about the king-being a younger son of Sennacherib-was likely part and parcel of Esarhaddon's image after his seventh regnal year (674), when he and his armies were soundly defeated in Egypt. This aspect of his nomination as king was highlighted in particular in the lengthy prologue of Nineveh A (see below). 44 Third, Episodes 3-4 (descriptions of the deeds of the Babylonians that angered Marduk) are long; these passages are also long in Babylon B. This section of text begins in the middle of col. i (i 25′) and continues to the middle of col. ii ([24′]); that is approximately fifty-five lines of text (about seventy-five words). 45 In later Babylon Inscriptions, Babylon A for example, those two episodes tended to be short (thirty-six words). 46 The abridgment of Episodes 3-4 in later texts was presumably to make room for longer building reports. In Babylon G (and Babylon B), these passages could be long since the account of construction at Babylon was short, as the work had only just begun.
Fourth, Babylon G ends with Esarhaddon's petition to the god Marduk (Episode 39); this text does not have concluding formulae (Episode 41). 47 In later inscriptions, Esarhaddon's petition is addressed to the god Marduk and the goddess Zarpanītu and those texts end with advice to future rulers (Episode 41).
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There is little doubt that Babylon G is presently is the earliest extant Babylon Inscription.
49 This is one thing that most scholars can agree upon. This inscription must have been written before Babylon B since the building report of the former (Episode 18 [and other episode]) describes the work carried out before the actual construction began, while that of the latter (Episodes 19-20, 22, 24, 26, 34, and 37) records the early stages of the rebuilding of Esagil, including the making of bricks and laying of foundations.
Babylon B and 82-3-23,55
Two other inscriptions that were certainly written early in Esarhaddon's reign are Babylon B and the 82-3-23,55 text. 50 An early date of composition is fairly certain for Babylon B since: (1) this text (obv. 7′b-10′) partially duplicates Babylon G (ii 2′-18′); 51 (2) Episodes 3-4 (the sinful deeds of the citizens of Babylon and the looting of Esagil), 5-6 (the abandonment of Babylon by Marduk), 7-9 (the destruction of Babylon and its aftermath), and 12-14 (the observation of auspicious omens) are lengthy, just as they are in Babylon G; and (3) the building report (Episodes 19-20, 24, 26, and 34) is short and primarily concerns itself with the preparatory and early stages of building, in particular the making of bricks and laying of Esagil's foundations. The absence of the mention of Babylon's walls Imgur-Enlil and Nēmed-Enlil is also notable. Thus, based on parallels with Babylon G and on the contents of the extant text, it is likely that Babylon B is the second earliest known inscription in this subcorpus of texts. Although the beginning of this text is missing-if it is assumed that the text written on 82-3-23,55 actually
aḫ ḫ ēya rabûti kēniš tuttânnima s ulūlka t ābu taškunu eliya zāʾirīya abūbiš taspunuma gimir zāmânīya tanāruma tušakšidu nizmatī ana nuḫ ḫ u libbi ilūtika rabīti šupšuḫ kabattika rēʾût māt Aššur tumal[lû] qātūʾa.
44. See A. Knapp, "Royal Apologetic in the Ancient Near East" (PhD diss., Johns Hopkins University, 2012), 258-68. Knapp argues that the prologue of Nineveh A (Leichty, Royal Inscriptions of Esarhaddon, 11-15 no. 1 i 1-ii 39) was not composed in connection with the succession arrangement of 672, but rather to reconfirm his legitimacy after he failed to conquer Egypt. The text written on tablet fragment 82-3-23,55-assuming that it is not the very beginning of Babylon B-is probably also one of the earliest of the known Babylon Inscriptions since the arrangement of its extant contents is the same as those of Babylon B and Babylon G: Episode 11 is placed between Episodes 1 and 2. 54 In addition, a variant in one of the king's epithets (Episode 1) The contents of Episode 11 are similar to that same episode in Babylon G (i 13′-24′); 58 it is quite different from the corresponding passage in Babylon A (ii 9b-23a). Although only the first twelve lines of the text written on 82-3-23,55 are preserved, this inscription may have been composed ca. late 678 to 677 (or 676).
MMA 86.11.283
An inscription preserved on a fragment of an eight-sided prism (MMA 86.11 .283) appears to have been a Babylon Inscription that was written sometime between the aforementioned inscriptions (Babylon G, Babylon B, and the 82-3-23,55 text) and Babylon A. 59 Most of what is extant of this text more or less duplicates the contents of Babylon A, as well as other later Babylon Inscriptions (Babylon C-D and F).
60 This text being is earlier in date than Babylon A can be determined by the fact that the MMA 86.11.283 text contains shorter versions of Episodes 3-4 (events of a previous reign), 28 (the construction of Esagil), 32 (the repair of divine statues), and 37 (the reinstating of Babylon's privileged status). (iv 9-17) . The former records that Esarhaddon repaired only Esagil's apotropaic figures, but the latter states that the Assyrian king repaired the ruined cult images/statues and the temple's dilapidated protective figures. 63 Finally, Episode 37 (the restoration of Babylon's special privileged status) is shorter in at least one place in the MMA 86.11.283 text. This inscription (vi 11′b-13′a) has kidinnūssunu bat iltu ana ašriša utēr, "I restored their interrupted privileged status, " but Babylon A (v 29-31) has the longer kidinnūssunu bat iltu ša ina qātī ipparšidu ana ašrišu utēr, "I restored their interrupted privileged status that had fallen into disuse. "
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Because the inscription written on MMA 86.11.283 consistently contains shorter versions of passages included in Babylon A (as well as Babylon C), especially the building report (Episodes 28 and 32), it is likely that this Babylon Inscription was written earlier in Esarhaddon's reign than Babylon A. This inscription was probably composed sometime after Babylon G, Babylon B, and the 82-3-23,55 text, perhaps ca. 676 (or 675) to early/mid-674 since its contents have much in common with those of Babylon A and other later Babylon Inscriptions (Babylon C-D and F).
Babylon A
This Babylon Inscription, which is known from several damaged exemplars, is one of the best known texts in this subcorpus of this Assyrian king's official inscriptions. Babylon A appears to have been composed during the middle of Esarhaddon's reign, and not near the beginning of his reign as previously thought.
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Although Babylon A is not complete, most of its contents duplicate those of Babylon C verbatim. There are three major differences between the two inscriptions: (1) the building report of Babylon C includes a statement about the reinforcement of Esagil's structure (Episode 29) and a description of work on the cellas of Marduk, Zarpanītu, and Nabû (Episode 30), but Babylon A does not; (2) Babylon C has a substantially shorter account of the renovation of the cult images/statues than Babylon A (Episode 32); and (3) Babylon C adds a sixteen-word passage (Episode 36) stating that Esarhaddon returned plundered gods to their proper place, whereas Babylon A does not. 66 The last passage is particularly significant since several chronographic texts state the Assyrian king had some of those deities returned at the end of his seventh regnal year (674). 67 The absence of this accomplishment likely indicates that Babylon A was written prior to the last month of Esarhaddon's seventh regnal year or was written early in his eighth regnal year (673). The return of these deities is regarded here as the terminus ante quem for Babylon A and the terminus post quem for Babylon C and Babylon F. Now that a terminus ante quem for this text has been established, it is necessary to determine how early in Esarhaddon's reign Babylon A could have been composed. A principal clue for dating the text appears in Episode 11, a passage listing the tasks that the god Marduk expected Esarhaddon to perform as king. Babylon A ii 9b-23a records that Esarhaddon was selected to be king even though he had older brothers. Specifically, Babylon A ii 9b-14 states yâti Aššur-aḫ u-iddina aššu epšēti šināti ana [aš]rišina turri ina puḫ ur aḫ ḫ ēya rabûti kēniš tuttânnima, "you truly selected me, Esarhaddon, in the assembly of my older brothers to put these matters right. "
68 This reference to him being a younger son of Sennacherib is significant since Esarhaddon did not start promoting this image of himself until after he had suffered a major defeat in Egypt, when he tried to invade that country for the first time; that unsuccessful campaign is recorded in one Babylonian chronicle, in the entry for Esarhaddon's seventh regnal year (674).
69 Esarhaddon being one of Sennacherib's younger sons is best known from the prologue of the Nineveh A inscription (i 1-ii 39) . 70 That passage in Nineveh A has traditionally been regarded as being closely associated with the succession arrangement of the year 672, but, based on the dated copies of that inscription, that interpretation is not as certain as scholars believe it is.
71 Recently, A. Knapp has proposed that Nineveh A's lengthy prologue was written after a disastrous defeat in Egypt to reemphasize his own nomination as king, a decision of his father that was supported by the gods. 72 An essential part of this change in Esarhaddon's image appears to have been the highlighting of the fact that he was one of Sennacherib's younger sons. If the reference in Babylon A ii 13-14 to Esarhaddon being selected as heir instead of one of his older brothers is part of this ideological shift, then this Babylon Inscription may have been composed around the same time as Nineveh A, the earliest copies of which date to the early part of Esarhaddon's eighth regnal year (673). 73 If this proposal proves correct, then Babylon A may have been composed sometime at the end of this king's seventh regnal year (674) 
Babylon C
There is little difficulty in providing a terminus post quem for the longest extant edition of Esarhaddon's Babylon Inscriptions, Babylon C, which is known from two fragmentarily preserved exemplars. 74 Since the Assyrian king states in this text that he had some plundered Babylonian gods returned from Assyria and Elam, it is certain that Babylon C could not have been composed before the end of Esarhaddon's seventh regnal year (674).
75 Most scholars generally accept this late date of composition. 76 Since the return of the gods to Agade in Addaru (XII) 674 can be established as Babylon C's terminus post quem, it may have been a few months after the actual event before that 68. Leichty, Royal Inscriptions of Esarhaddon, 196 no. 104. 69 . Grayson, Assyrian and Babylonian Chronicles, 84 no. 1 iv 16. The Assyrian army is reported to have be defeated on the fifth of Addaru (XII).
70. Leichty, Royal Inscriptions of Esarhaddon, 11-15 no. 1. 71. For the connection of the prologue of Nineveh A to the nomination of Ashurbanipal and Šamaš-šuma-ukīn as heir designates of Assyria and Babylon respectively, see in particular H. Tadmor, "Autobiographical Apology in the Royal Assyrian Literature, " in Tadmor and Weinfeld, History, Historiography and Interpretation, [38] [39] [40] [41] [42] [43] [44] [45] 72. For a discussion of the issue, see Knapp, "Royal Apologetic, " 258-68 (with references to previous literature). 73. Nineveh A exs. 2 and 6 are dated to IV?-673. See Leichty, Royal Inscriptions of Esarhaddon, 26 no. 1 vi 75B and 75D; see also n. 15. 74. Leichty, Royal Inscriptions of Esarhaddon, Royal Inscriptions of Esarhaddon, Assyrian and Babylonian Chronicles, for example, Cogan, "Omens and Ideology, [85] [86] and Porter, Images, Power, and Politics, esp. 171. accomplishment of the Assyrian king was incorporated into the building reports of his Babylon Inscriptions. Thus, the earliest that that text could have been composed was either early or mid-673. There is one piece of evidence that may suggest that Babylon C could have been composed slightly later than the middle of Esarhaddon's eighth regnal year: the reference to the renovation of the temple of Nabû-of-the-ḫ arû (Eniggidrukalamasuma) at Babylon in v 23-38a. 77 Work on that temple is known from the building report of an inscription written on a clay cylinder (IM 142109); that object was discovered in the south wall of the cella of that Nabû temple. 78 Since that text mentions that Ashurbanipal and Šamaš-šuma-ukīn were the heir designates of Assyria and Babylon respectively, it is certain that Esarhaddon was working on Nabû's temple during the period between Ayyāru (II) 672 and Araḫ samna (VIII) 669. Therefore, it is not impossible that Babylon C was composed at the beginning of the 672-669 period or immediately before it. Thus, it is plausible that Babylon C's date of composition is ca. mid-/late 673 to early 672.
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Babylon F
A second Babylon Inscription, Babylon F, records that the Assyrian king returned plundered gods to Babylonia and, for this reason, Esarhaddon's scribes cannot have been composed this text before the end of 674.
80 Although only about one-third of it is preserved, it is certain that Babylon F was written on clay prisms around the same time as Babylon C, that is, ca. mid-/late 673 to early 672.
However, it is not known with certainty if Babylon F was composed earlier or later than Babylon C since those two inscriptions presently appear to deviate in only one passage. Episode 37-the passage recording the good deeds that Esarhaddon performed on behalf of the wronged citizens of Babylon (Episode 37)-ends in Babylon C (vi 41b-42a) with ippušū takbittu, "so that they could establish an important position. [con] fused people" after ippušū takbittu. Given the fact that Babylon A is damaged at this point, it is not known if Babylon C shortened Episode 37 to make room for Episode 30-a sixty-four-line expansion of the building report (v 16-38a)-or if Babylon F expanded this episode. 82 Had Babylon A been better preserved at the end of Episode 37 and at the beginning of Episode 39 (petition to Marduk and Zarpanītu), one might be able to figure out the chronological sequence of Babylon C and Babylon F.
MMA 86.11.277
Too little of the inscription written on fragment MMA 86.11.277 is preserved to be able to properly assess its date of composition. 83 Since its extant contents duplicate passages included in Babylon A and Babylon C, this text must have been composed during the same period, or perhaps slightly earlier. A general date of ca. 676 (or 675) to early 672 is tentatively suggested here for the MMA 86.11.277 text.
77. Leichty, Royal Inscriptions of Esarhaddon, 206 no. 105, with Nabû mentioned in v 25 and 37. 78. Leichty, Royal Inscriptions of Esarhaddon, . Compare the comments of Porter, Images, Power, and Politics, 172. 80. Leichty, Royal Inscriptions of Esarhaddon, [194] [195] [196] [197] [198] [199] [200] [201] and Leichty and Spar, The Ebabbar Temple Archive, . This inscription is known from a single exemplar now comprising three fragments. For details on the join between BM 78247 and MMA 86.11.342 (+) CBS 1526, see appendix 2.
81. Leichty, Royal Inscriptions of Esarhaddon, 199 no. 105 . 83. Leichty, Royal Inscriptions of Esarhaddon, and Leichty and Spar, The Ebabbar Temple Archive, no. 160.
Babylon D
Lord Aberdeen's Black Stone has been generally thought to have been composed early in Esarhaddon's reign, 680 (Esarhaddon's second regnal year) or shortly thereafter. 84 However, an early date of composition for Babylon D is unlikely. This text was probably written much later in the reign, ca. late 673 to 672 (or later) since (1) its prologue mentions the god Nabû, a deity whose temple at Babylon was being rebuilt during the 672-669 period; (2) its short building report gives the impression that construction was either in an advanced stage of completion or nearing completion; and (3) certain passages have more in common with Babylon E (one of the latest Babylon Inscriptions) than with Babylon A and Babylon C.
Although most of the contents of Babylon D duplicate with some minor variation Babylon A and Babylon C, there are several clues that this text was composed later than both of the aforementioned inscriptions.
85 First, the nineteen-word passage listing Esarhaddon's titles and epithets (i 1-6; Episode 1) duplicates the corresponding passage in Babylon E (i 1-9) verbatim. Of particular note, the Assyrian king referred to himself as pāliḫ Nabû u Marduk "the one who reveres the gods Nabû and Marduk. " 86 This reference to Nabû may refer to the Assyrian king rebuilding the temple of Nabû-of-the-ḫ arû. It is certain from the inscription written on IM 142109 that Esarhaddon was working on Eniggidrukalamasuma ("House which Bestows the Scepter of the Land") during the 672-669 period. References to work on Nabû's temple in suggest that construction on this temple may have already begun in 673 (Esarhaddon's eighth regnal year). Second, Babylon D, Babylon E, and the inscription written on IM 142109 begin the passage describing events that took place in the reign of a previous ruler (Episode 2) with ullânūʾa, "before my time, " whereas this episode begins with inūšu "at that time" in earlier inscriptions. 87 Third, Babylon D (ii 9b-11) states in Episode 9 that the people living in Babylon were ana s indi u birte zuʾʾuzū illikū rēšūtu, "distributed among the (foreign) riffraff (and) became slaves. " Babylon E (i 32-ii 3) uses the exact same wording, but Babylon A (ii 47b-ii 2a) records that those same people were ašar šanâmma innarqūma ina ers etim [lā idû] īḫ uzū marqīti,"hidden in another place and took refuge in an [unknown] land. "
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And fourth, Babylon D (iv 16-28; Episode 23) sums up in thirty-three words the work carried out on Esagil, its sanctuaries, and the inner and outer walls of Babylon (Imgur-Enlil and Nēmed-Enlil), rather than having lengthy descriptions of those four projects as Babylon A (iii 41b-v 9; Episodes 24-28 and 31-35) does. 89 That passage (Episode 23) in Babylon D reads: I had Esagil, the palace of the gods, and its shrines, Babylon, the privileged city, Imgur-Enlil, its wall, (and) Nēmed-Enlil, its outer wall, built anew from their foundations to their parapets. I made (them) greater (than before), raised (them) up, (and) glorified (them). I refurbished the statues of the great gods (and) I had (them) dwell on their daises as an eternal dwelling. I (re)confirmed their interrupted sattukku-offerings. 90 84. Leichty, Royal Inscriptions of Esarhaddon, . This object is a unique, polished black basalt cuboid monument that was purchased by the fourth Earl of Aberdeen sometime around the 1820s and presented to the British Museum (London) in 1860. For the proposed early dating of the inscription, see Porter, Images, Power, and Politics, 171. 85. Many passages included in Babylon A and Babylon C are omitted in Babylon D, which is due in part to the limited space available on the monument itself and due in part to the intended message of the inscription.
86 However, this is not the case since this passage gives the impression that the work in Babylon was beginning to wrap up or was at least in an advanced state of completion. The passage in Babylon E describing the rebuilding of Esagil (iii 38-47; Episode 26), although it does not duplicate Babylon D iv 16-28 (Episode 23) verbatim, is similar in style and content. Thus, these two inscriptions were likely written at approximately the same time, with one inscription borrowing from the other. In particular, compare Babylon D iv 16-17 and 21-24 (see above) to Babylon E iii 38-47: 92 I built anew (and) [co]mpleted Esagil, the palace of the gods, together with its shrines, from its foundations to its battlements. I made (it) greater than before, raised (it) up, glorified (it).
If Babylon E is regarded as being a late composition, then so too should Babylon D. But how late in Esarhaddon's reign was Babylon D composed? This is not an easy question to answer given the lack of firm historical references. Since Nabû is mentioned in this text (i 5b-6), which may allude to the renovation of temple of Nabû-of-the-ḫ arû at Babylon, and since it is known that the Assyrian king was working on Eniggidrukalamasuma between Ayyāru (II) 672 and Araḫ samna (VIII) 669, Babylon D may well have been composed from late 673 to very early Ayyāru 672 or during the 672-669 period itself, possibly sometime in Esarhaddon's ninth regnal year (672). Because most of the contents of Babylon D duplicate those of Babylon A and Babylon C, this text is regarded here as being earlier in date than Babylon E, which has little in common with Babylon A and Babylon C. Therefore, Lord Aberdeen's Black Stone may have been inscribed ca. late 673 to 672.
Babylon E
This Babylon Inscription, which is known from several exemplars (including a clay tablet), is generally regarded as having been composed ca. 674 or later. 93 As discussed already in the previous section, Babylon E is probably even later in date, ca. 672 to early 670.
94 Babylon E is either the latest or second latest known text in this subcorpus of Esarhaddon's official inscriptions; it is not known if Babylon E is earlier or later than the IM 142109 text.
With regard to its contents, Esarhaddon's scribes more or less completely reworked the contents of the previous Babylon Inscriptions; very little of the wording of Babylon A, Babylon C, and Babylon D made it into Babylon E. The reasons for this major overhaul are not known, but it is likely that construction at Babylon was nearing completion and that the Assyrian king was feeling much more confident about completing the projects in that city than he was earlier in his reign. Therefore, he no longer needed to verbosely justify his decision to rebuild Babylon referring to the addition of an intercalary Ulūlu (VI₂) and the postponement of an akītu-festival at Babylon. Parpola (ibid.) dates that letter to the first of Ulūlu (VI), 670 (Esarhaddon's tenth regnal year). If that dating proves correct, then Esagil must have been in an advanced stage of completion for Esarhaddon to have been considering returning Marduk's statue and taking his hand during an akītu-festival. That postponed festival never occurred since Esarhaddon died before he was able to return Marduk to Babylon.
95. Compare the comments of M. Cogan ("Omens and Ideology, " 82-84). He suggests this text's composers represented either a proAssyrian and antidivinatory position or were rationalists who did not view omens and fortune-telling as vital to royal policies.
IM 142109
The inscription written on IM 142109, a solid cylinder inscribed with a text stating that Esarhaddon rebuilt the temple of Nabû-of-the-ḫ arû, was clearly composed during the period between Ayyāru (II) 672 and Araḫ samna (VIII) 669 since Ashurbanipal and Šamaš-šuma-ukīn are named as heir designates of Assyria and Babylonia respectively. 96 Its chronological relationship to Babylon D and Babylon F is not known.
Conclusions
As the de facto ruler of Babylon, Esarhaddon's authority over Sumer and Akkad was recognized, but he never took the hand of the god Marduk during an akītu-festival since that god was in exile in the city Ashur and not in a position to confer kingship. Thus, this Assyrian king could not officially begin counting his regnal years as ruler of Babylon. This put the king and his image-makers in a bit of a quandary since scribes in the employ of the Assyrian king usually added the month, day, and year to the clay foundation documents (prisms and cylinders) they had inscribed. Scribes were not in a position to date inscribed objects intended for Babylon by the king's regnal years since that might have angered Marduk since that god had not yet officially conferred the kingship of Babylon on Esarhaddon; they could, however, do this for inscriptions written on prisms and cylinders intended for projects undertaken in Assyrian cities, Ashur and Nineveh in particular. A solution to the problem was found and that was to date all inscribed objects, when a date was required, to Esarhaddon's accession year. The Assyrian king, as long as he had not taken the hand of the god Marduk during an akītu-festival at Babylon, could truthfully make that claim. Therefore, the use of šanat rēš šarrūti as the date of the known Babylon Inscriptions reflects historical reality, and, thus, there is no longer any reason to assume that Esarhaddon's scribes deliberately falsified the dates of prisms and cylinders. Moreover, this method of dating is also a Babylonian one, rather than an Assyrian one since the Assyria dated documents by eponyms, rather than by regnal years. Thus, it is not a surprise that a Babylonian date is used for Esarhaddon's Babylon Inscriptions.
Since a dating to the accession year in Babylon could refer to any time between Addaru (XII) 681 and Araḫ samna (VIII) 669, there is no longer any reason to assume that any of Esarhaddon's Babylon Inscriptions were composed during his (at most) twenty-two-day accession year in Assyria or immediately after he came to the throne. Babylon A-D are all explicit about the start date of the project to restore Babylon: the period of Babylon's abandonment was eleven years. If this statement is in fact true, then the eleven years would have been from the city's destruction in 689 (Sennacherib's sixteenth regnal year) to 679 (Esarhaddon's second regnal year). The year 679 as the end of that eleven-year period can be confirmed by the inclusion of a passage in several inscriptions (Babylon A-C) describing the observation of a heliacal rising of Jupiter in the month Simānu (III). Thus, it can be inferred from information provided in the texts themselves that Esarhaddon first gave serious consideration to undertaking construction at Babylon later than previously regarded by scholars. If this proves to be true, then none of the known Babylon Inscriptions could have been written before that time and, therefore, the one known copy of Babylon G was likely inscribed in Ayyāru (II) 678 (Esarhaddon's third regnal year), not long after the Assyrian king had decided to rebuild Babylon and Esagil.
The Babylon Inscriptions were composed and inscribed on clay and stone objects between Ayyāru (II) 678 and the end of his reign, with the latest texts probably being composed ca. 672 to early 670. The chronological sequence of those twelve texts can be established from a careful examination of their contents, but their precise dates of composition can only be conjectural given the near absence of firm historical references. Of particular note, Babylon D, which was previously thought to have been the second earliest known Babylon Inscription, is in fact one of the latest texts in this group. It appears to have been composed about seven years later than previously proposed. Likewise, the copies of Babylon A were written several years later than previously thought. That text does not come from the first two or three years of Esarhaddon's reign, but somewhere in middle of it, closer to the end of his reign than the beginning of it.
Now that the chronological sequence of Esarhaddon's Babylon Inscriptions has been more or less established, further studies on the editorial techniques of royal scribes can be pursued. Although it was claimed nearly thirty years ago that the Babylon Inscriptions were at that time a well-plowed field of study, there is much that we can still learn about this small subcorpus of this Assyrian king's official texts.
The join was recognized by the author on the basis of the shape of the pieces, the script, and the narrow width of the columns. 110 The author takes the opportunity here to present a new edition of Babylon F. The three pieces preserve parts of the last six columns of a tall, solid ten-sided clay prism. Parts of 160 lines of the approximately five hundred lines of text inscribed on the prism are extant. BM 78247 preserves col. i′ 1-3, ii′ 1-14, and iii′ 1-27. MMA 86.11.342 preserves col. iii′ 7-25, iv′ 1′-25′, v′ 1′-23′, and vi′ 1′-22′. CBS 1526 preserves col. iv′ 26′-43′, v′ 23′-42′, and vi′ 23′-32′.
